The paper sets out to analyze the allocations of financial resources accruing to the European regions from the Regional, Rural Development and Agricultural policies of the European Union in order to assess their territorial coordination and synergies and their degree of compatibility with the "general" objective of territorial cohesion. Regression analysis is used to evaluate the relationship between allocated funds (dependent variable) and factors of territorial disadvantage (explanatory variables) covering the 20-year period 1994-2013 and approximately 90% of total Community expenditure. The analysis reveals that both coordination and compatibility with territorial cohesion of the various areas of Community policy have not always improved in response to major policy reforms. The territorial 'vocation' of overall Community spending is weakly linked to its distribution among different policies, but it crucially depends upon how each policy area defines appropriate allocation mechanisms and interventions, based upon the characteristics of each region and its 'local' needs.
In tandem for cohesion? Synergies and conflicts between regional and agricultural policies of the European Union
Introduction
An equitable territorial distribution of the benefits of the integration process is a founding principle of all European Union (EU) policies (article 175 of the European Union Treaty). As such, it has been strongly emphasised in recent strategic programming documents. However, the objective of social and territorial cohesion within the Union cannot be wholly entrusted to cohesion policies in isolation (EESC 2007 ). In the current debate on the future composition of the EU budget and its policies, there is a consensus on the need to harmonise all the different Community policies and ensure their compatibility with the objective of territorial cohesion. This consensus is by now part and parcel of the Union's overall growth and development strategy "Europe 2020" (European Commission 2010a) and an essential component of its guidelines for reforming the single policies in line with this strategy : 5 th Cohesion Report (European Commission 2010) and Barca Report (Barca 2009) for regional policies; The CAP Towards 2020 1 for agricultural and rural development policies.
However, notwithstanding the explicit request by the EU policymakers for instruments able to perform a territorial-level assessment of the interrelations between policies of different nature and their correlation with territorial cohesion, a significant gap still exists in this area of academic literature.
Although some contributions (either academic or more policy oriented in character) have tried to evaluate the impact of the EU's regional and agricultural policies on cohesion processes, their attention has alternated between one or the other policy area, overlooking their interactions (synergic or conflicting) and joint impact at the territorial level. This separation can be explained by the different disciplinary approaches of the scholars concerned (mainly agricultural economists for agricultural policies and regional economists/economic geographers for regional policies, Kilkenny 2010) as well as by the division of responsibilities within Community bodies (DG AGRI and DG REGIO respectively) and the ministries of the single member states. As a result existing literature offers few analytical insights for understanding the relationships between policies and the possibilities of influencing territorial cohesion by modifying the territorial allocation and composition of overall Community spending in favour of instruments with a more markedly territorial vocation.
This work is an attempt to respond to the foregoing request and contribute towards the present debate on the future of Community policies after 2013, by undertaking a comprehensive systematic analysis of the EU's regional, agricultural and rural development policies, accounting, as they do, for almost 90% of total Community spending. The analysis is concentrated upon the result of the resource allocation process at the territorial level and looks at its spatial structure (territorial allocation). The objective is to explore the synergies between the different policy areas, in terms of the composition of expenditure and territorial coordination, and its coherence with the geography of structural disadvantage factors, upon whose elimination the capacity of any policy to promote territorial cohesion is premised.
'Sectoral' and 'place-based' policies and territorial cohesion
While some policies may be considered "space neutral" in terms of both their intent and outcomes-for example competition policies -others, albeit spatially neutral in their intent -as in the case of the Common Agricultural Policy (CAP) -exhibit a considerable spatial impact (Duhr et al. 2010 ).
However, a rigid separation between sectoral and place-based approaches has long dominated the EU policies (and their analysis). This conceptual separation has lead different strands of literature to shed light on different aspects of the evolution of agricultural, rural development and regional policies of the European Union with limited systemic perspective.
Only a few 'territorial' analyses of the EU agricultural policy have highlighted its potentially distortive impact on cohesion. The RICAP study (European Commission, 1981) examined the impact of CAP resources on the European NUTS1 regions in the preceding 20 year period and warned of a trend towards the polarisation of agricultural incomes generated by CAP spending, forewarning against its potentially perverse impact in terms of "distributive equity". It is precisely the lack of equity within the sector and across territories that was identified as one of the principal "failures" of the CAP intervention model (Barbero et al. 1984; European Commission, 1985) . However, the impact of successive changes in the organisation and financial structure of the CAP on the real territorial distribution of resources is not altogether clear. Tarditi and Zanias (2001) highlighted a recurrent problem of equitable distribution as between the beneficiaries of the policy which remained unchanged within the EU15 until 2006 (Velazquez, 2008) . The ESPON study (2004) , by using much more detailed spatial data than previous studies, revealed the anti-cohesion impact of CAP spending, which was only potentially mitigated by the then fledgling rural development measures (Shucksmith et al. 2005) . The analyses by Bivand and Brundstad (2003) continued in the same direction and using more sophisticated spatial econometric techniques highlighted the negative impact of CAP payments on the economic convergence processes taking place between the EU regions in the 1990s. Esposti (2007) with reference to the same time period also underlined how the enormous volume of CAP spending had no positive effect upon regional growth, although not constituting a "counter-treatment" with respect to regional policies. Furthermore, with reference to the CAP trend foreseen after 2013, existing analyses concur in emphasising the risk of a fundamental conflict between the effects of agricultural intervention and the objectives of the cohesion policy (Bureau and Mahè, 2008, p. 5; Esposti 2008 ).
The growing awareness of first-pillar CAP's potentially perverse redistributive effects supported the idea that this distortion originates in the 'disembedding of agriculture from the regional and local context' (Gallent et al. 2008, p. 108) , which accentuates the concentration of the policy's benefits upon a few major producers situated in more economically dynamic rural areas. The vitality of rural areas cannot be determined exclusively by the modernisation of their agricultural structures while the growing diversification of economic activities calls for a response able to satisfy their needs with an increasingly territorial (Saraceno, 2002) and "place-based"
approach. This awareness has also been enhanced with the recognition by the parts involved in the political debate of a need for greater integration between the various areas of Community policy (European Commission 1988 Fund (EARDF) from the whole of cohesion policy' (Barca 2009, p.162) .
Having ascertained both the potentially anti-cohesion effects of CAP expenditure and the difficulty of transforming CAP funds from 'sectoral' intervensions into more 'territorial' tools, the debate remains concentrated on the existence of real advantages -from the cohesion standpoint -of shifting resources towards measures that have an explicit place-based nature. The EU regional policy is genuinely "spatial" in both its intention and outcome insofar as characterised by a place-based approach. However, its real contribution towards the cohesion process -i.e. an effective capacity to address the factors of regional disadvantage -can certainly not be taken for granted in the light of the significant distortions that characterise its institutional development and implementation (Armstrong 2001; Armstrong and Taylor 2000) . As concerns the impact of the EU's regional policy on the objective of economic and territorial cohesion, the empirical evidence is somewhat contradictory (Batchler and Wren 2006; Martin and Tyler 2006; Wren 2005) . Most of these studies, whether neoclassical in their approach (Boldrin and Canova 2001) or inspired by the perspective of the "New Growth Theory" (Magrini 1999), or adopting the standpoint of the New Economic Geography (Martin 1999; Puga 2002) , highlight the limited impact of the EU regional policies on the convergence process, and stress the fundamental distortion of market equilibria. Some more recent contributions, which adopt theoretical In light of all this, the impact on territorial cohesion of changes in the composition of overall Community spending from sectoral interventions in favour of place-based policies -not only through an increase in the overall budget quota reserved to cohesion policies in but also through the incorporation in the same framework of other types of intervention such as Rural Development interventions -cannot be taken for granted. The existing literature on all these policy areas clearly demonstrates that their compatibility with territorial cohesion should be the subject of careful empirical evaluation overcoming the existing separation between sectoral and place-based approaches if we are to shed some new light on the key issues raised by the ongoing policy debate 3. In tandem for cohesion? The empirical analysis of a complex relationship
The analytical separation between sectoral and place-based policies has made it difficult to undertake systemic comprehensive analyses of regional and agricultural policies, thus preventing not only the quantification of "noncoordination costs" (Robert et al. 2001 ) but also the assessment of the real progress made towards coordination and impact on territorial cohesion as a result of changes in the allocation mechanisms and in the composition of Community spending (Batchtler and Polverari 2007) .
First of all, existing studies -with differing methodologies -address the problem of evaluating the territorial impact of regional and agricultural policies by trying to identify an appropriate counterfactual ("What would have happened had the policy never been implemented?"). This problem becomes extremely important whenever a simultaneous and comparative evaluation is attempted of the contribution made to the regional growth processes by policies extremely differentiated in terms of their nature and intrinsic objectives (such as the regional and agricultural policies). It is difficult to quantify the effects of very different policies that can manifest themselves in many different forms and through various mechanisms that imply not only different timescales before any effects become apparent, but also possible and differential "collateral effects". Furthermore, ex post impact analysis can only take place after a considerable lapse of time from the conclusion of the programming cycle. More recent studies refer to expenditure prior to 2000, thereby preventing policymakers from drawing any "lessons" for the future -even provisional -from the experience of the two programming periods that followed on the heels of important reforms.
In order to overcome these difficulties, our analysis concentrates upon the spatial structure of the funds for Regional, Rural Development and Agricultural Policies in order to evaluate potential synergies and conflicts before their attendant measures are implemented. In other words, we are proposing an analysis of the a priori structure of policies rather than an attempt at evaluating their ex-post impact. Therefore, the analysis is concerned with the outcome of the resource allocation process at the territorial level so as to evaluate both the spatial structure and its coherence with the geography of factors of structural disadvantage, upon whose elimination the capacity of any policy to promote territorial cohesion depends.
In order to evaluate the a priori compatibility of Community fund allocation with territorial cohesion objectives, it is necessary -as asserted by the European Commission itself on the occasion of the successive reforms of regional policies -to analyse its degree of territorial concentration, i.e. the capacity to keep the effects of the policies within the areas subject to intervention by ring-fencing spillovers, as far as possible, within the disadvantaged areas (Dall'Erba 2005) and, therefore, maximising the potential impacts of the policies themselves (Bondonio and Greenbaum 2006) . In point of fact such "external" effects represent an important component of the policy.
"The benefits of the Structural Funds when viewed in isolation are modest, thus suggesting that the real long-term benefits depend upon the manner in which the disadvantaged economies react to the opportunities offered by the rest of the EU" (Dall'Erba 2005 p.197 ).
In the second place, the degree of compatibility of the three areas of Community policy with respect to the cohesion objectives can be evaluated in terms of the association between the actual allocation of financial resources and the regions' factors of structural disadvantage (Crescenzi 2009 ): this association is "the measure" of a policy's capacity to allocate its resources where a concentration of disadvantage prevents regions from expressing their potential (Mairate 2006) .
As a consequence, in the analysis of the regional allocation of Community funds for Regional Policies, and Rural Development and agricultural policies,
we will look at: The analysis of the spatial structure will be performed through the calculation of an autocorrelation index (Moran's I) (Cliff and Ord 1981) . Moran's I is calculated using the formula:
Where:
y is the per-capita spending at the regional level for the various policies:
Regional, Rural Development and first-pillar CAP;
wij is a sequence of normalised weights that relates the observation (region) i to all the other observations (regions) j in the dataset. In the empirical analysis conducted in this article, the element wij of the weight matrix is:
where dij is the linear distance between region i and region j.
If the I index values are greater (lower) than the expected value E(I) = -1/(n-1) this will denote a positive (negative) autocorrelation.
To answer questions a) and c) the following regression model for panel data is specified:
where:
y is again the per-capita spending at the regional level for the various policies:
Regional, Rural Development and first-pillar CAP; The estimate of parameter γ on the other hand, is a measure of the trade-offs or synergies operating between different policy areas. A significantly negative value for this parameter would suggest that a "compensatory" mechanism is at work among the policies thus maintaining a substantial equilibrium as between the transfers received from the various regions of the Union. On the contrary, a positive value for the parameter would suggest that the funds of different policies tend to target the same areas with a "cumulative" and/or "knock-on" process among the policies. In addition, the estimation of an interaction term between structural disadvantage and the funds allocated for the various policies will make it possible to evaluate if this cumulative effect coincides with the most disadvantaged areas (suggesting the presence of "procohesion" synergies) or if it is linked to the capacity of the regions to attract funds from different policies by virtue of characteristics other than their being disadvantaged.
The structural disadvantage index of the regions ( X ) is defined on the basis of those structural characteristics of regional economies that the economic literature as a whole associates (either singularly or in various combinations) with a reduced or non-existent capacity to converge upon levels of growth and development that characterise the "heart" of the EU ( Table A- 2) and its scores are computed from the standardised value of the original variables by using the coefficients listed under 'Component 1' in Table A-1. These coefficients assign a large positive weight to educational achievement and infrastructure endowment; these are major components of the socioeconomic tissue of the regions. A negative weight is assigned, instead, to the long term component of unemployment and to the percentage of agricultural labour. The first Principal Component ('Component 1') scores constitute the 'Structural Disadvantage Index' introduced into the regression analysis as an aggregate proxy for the structural disadvantage of each region. In order to minimize the potential endogeneity between allocated financial resources and regional disadvantage and, at the same time, account for the conditions observed by the policy-makers when allocating the funds, the index is calculated for each year t-1 preceding each programming period holding constant the PCA coefficients (computed on the longitudinal dataset 2 ).
A joint territorial databank for Community spending from 1994 to 2013
The analysis carried out in this article is based upon an innovative databank containing information on the first and second pillar of the CAP and the Structural Funds of regional policy in the last three programming periods (1994-1999, 2000-2006 and 2007-2013 ) that referred to the member states of the EU15.
The data are aggregated at the level of the relevant administrative authorities in the framework of the policies considered. Obviously, the administrative level of interest will vary from one Member State to another according to how the responsibilities for agriculture, rural development and regional policies are distributed. Therefore, while in general terms the information gathered contributes towards the establishment of a homogenously regionalised databank, data are organised with reference to different territorial levels (NUTS levels) 3 in different member states.
The information gathered constitutes the sum of the resources directly funded by the European Union, as illustrated in the table in Appendix C.
Consequently, financial resources deriving from national co-financing do not form part of the databank used for the analysis. There are two reasons for this: first, the analysis sets out to establish an a priori geographical allocation of 2 The stationarity of the variables was preliminarily tested: The tests confirmed the stationarity of the series, allowing us to implement the PCA analysis on the panel dataset. 3 Regions in Belgium, Germany and the United Kingdom are classed at NUTS1 level while Denmark, Ireland and Luxembourg have no sub-national divisions: for the remaining EU15 member states expenditure has been classified at the NUTS2 level.
resources rather than their territorial impact; second, as we wish to draw attention to the structures of the negotiated policies at a Community level, cofinancing would modify the relations between the first-pillar of CAP, which does not envisage a national contribution, and the second pillar of CAP and the Structural Funds.
As concerns the first pillar of the CAP, existing literature has encountered considerable difficulty in obtaining consolidated data at regional level for EUROSTAT was the source of the data on the structural characteristics of the regions that we used for the computation of the Structural Disadvantage Index.
Countries without a relevant regional articulation (Denmark, Ireland and Luxemburg) were necessarily excluded from the analysis.
Empirical Results

Composition of expenditure and territorial coordination
The analysis of the correlation between regional allocations for the same policy in successive programming periods and between different policies in the same time period sheds light on the equilibrium between persistence and compensation in the relations between the various areas of Community policy. Table 1 sets out a preliminary analysis of the simple correlations (and their statistical significance) between per capita expenditure at a regional level and, respectively, the regional policies, rural development and first-pillar CAP in the three programming periods considered (1994-1999; 2000-2006; 2007-2013 between 94-99 and 2000-2006; and 80% between 2000-2006 and 2007-2013, due to the significant growth and modification that this policy underwent in the last twenty years, together with the ambiguity of its reform process. For these reasons, the foregoing compromise (more money to territorial intervention in rural areas, but under the control of the agricultural lobbies and institutions) decided with Agenda 2000 was crucial: on one hand, it had the merit of introducing a more organic rural development policy, giving it more financial resources, but on the other it was responsible for its "dilution" in a big container of different measures, the second Pillar of the CAP, which as a component of agricultural policy is dominated by a sectoral (more than territorial ) approach. By referring once again to Table 1 we can evaluate the level of correlation between the various policy areas in the same programming period as well as its evolution over time so as to evaluate the degree of complementarity/substitutability between different EU policies. In this context a significant reduction in the correlation of regional level spending between regional policies and rural development is immediately evident:
from 80% in the period 94-99, it falls to 59% in the period 2000-06 and to 50%
in the period 2007-13, thus suggesting that these two policy areas have been progressively moving apart. As just mentioned, the origin of this process can be found in the political compromise decided with Agenda 2000, and, which, moreover, has been reinforced during the present programming period, with the abandonment of the integrated programming approach, decoupling rural development policy form regional policies and allocating it in the same agricultural fund also for the intervention in the objective 1 regions.
The association between other policy areas is inferior in relative terms but substantially stable over time.
Territorial concentration and the spatial structure of expenditure
In order to throw light on the relationship between policies and their potential compatibility with the objective of territorial cohesion, it is necessary to study the spatial distribution of their financial resources and their capacity for geographical concentration in line with the structural disadvantage of regions. index that is significantly different from E(I) denotes the presence of a positive spatial autocorrelation: high spending areas are associated with a "neighbourhood" of areas with relatively high spending levels, in line with the principle of the "geographical concentration" of spending for the purpose of maximising its effectiveness in territorial terms. Rural Development Policies, although exhibiting a level of territorial concentration considerably lower than that of the regional policies, reveal a significant increase in their capacity to "focus" financial resources upon specific areas of intervention in the last programming period (Greenbaum and Bondonio 2004) . In other words, despite the progressive "decoupling" from regional policies discussed earlier, the mechanisms to select the beneficiaries Altogether these results suggest that shifting resources from first-pillar CAP to Rural Development interventions can increase the coherence of overall Community spending in terms of the territorial concentration criterion, and potentially that the degree of coherence can move closer towards the degree of structural disadvantage of the regions. However, if the CAP is to contribute towards the achievement of the EU's long-term objectives, it does appear necessary to make an improvement in the distributive criteria also for the first-pillar, taking greater account of the economic and territorial disadvantages that characterise the context in which agricultural activity is performed.
The association between funds received and structural disadvantage
The estimate of the regression model specified in Equation 3 offers a systematic analysis of the territorial structure of the Community funds and of their capacity to develop reciprocal synergies and target the more disadvantaged areas. Index discussed above and onto a set of "national" dummies whose purpose is to isolate any national "fixed effect": the systematic capacity of regions belonging to the same country to receive more (or less) funds regardless of their degree of disadvantage with respect to other areas of the Union. The results concerning Regional Policies (Table 3, As regards Rural Development Policies (Table 3 , columns 4-6) the association between funds and structural disadvantage appears to be considerably weaker than that of the regional policies, and above all is found to wane over time commencing from the 2000-2006 programming period. This weakness also seems to underline the predominance of the sectoral function in the criteria used for distributing resources within the framework of rural development. Therefore, the progressive "decoupling" between the regional policies and rural development interventions, as observed in the preceding paragraph, is accompanied by a reduction in the association between the two policies and the structural disadvantage of the regions probably due to the abandonment of the integrated programming among the various funds. If we consider the distribution of the "national premiums" implicit in the regional allocation of funds for Rural Development (again by looking at the National Dummy variables in the lower part of the table) we find, in this case too, a mechanism for the assignment of premiums to cohesion countries (significant and positive national dummies in all programming periods) that, furthermore, was later extended -commencing from the period 2000-2006 - to some economically strong countries such as Sweden, Finland and Austria; which may, in part, be explained by their possessing a high proportion of agricultural land classified as Less Favoured Areas (IEEP, 2006) 8 .
As concerns the first-pillar of the CAP (Table 3 , columns 7-9) the association with disadvantage remains positive and significant, in line with the findings of Tarditi and Zanias (2001) . However, the total variability in the regional allocation of funds as explained by the model (as indicated by the R-square) is relatively limited and decreases over time. And, as the following table clearly illustrates, this relationship disappears altogether when additional controls for the characteristics of the regions are introduced into the model.
Nevertheless, it is possible to ascertain that as regards the first-pillar -in line with our expectations -no "premium" mechanism is detectable in favour of countries on the EU's periphery, even if the initial penalisation of Portugal (found for the period 94-99, negative coefficient for the Dummy Variable PT in column 7) seems to have been corrected in successive periods (in columns 8
and 9 the coefficient loses its significance). In addition, even the penalisation to which the Italian (IT) and British (UK) regions were subject (again negative sign of the corresponding dummy variable) also seems to have disappeared in the more recent programming periods (columns 8 and 9) although in these same periods the "premium" for the French (FR) regions was reinforced (the 'France' national dummy variable becomes positive and significant in successive programming periods, columns 8 and 9). Table 4 sets out the results of the estimation of the model of empirical analysis as specified in Equation 3, estimated with two-way fixed-effects panel methodology 9 .
The availability of regionalised expenditure data for the three consecutive programming periods enables us to make simultaneous use of both the cross-9 The choice of a Fixed Effects approach is justified on both conceptual and empirical grounds. From the conceptual point of view, the regions included in the dataset cannot be considered as a 'Random Sample' of the EU regions. In addition the individual components cannot be considered as uncorrelated with the explanatory variables as assumed in a Random Effects approach. From the empirical standpoint, the Hausman test confirms that Fixed Effects estimation has to be preferred over Random Effects. The F-test for the joint significance of individual effects also confirms the high significance of the regional fixed effects. In our dataset the cross-sectional dimension is significantly larger than the time dimension (the explanatory variables cover the 1993-2006 period). In this context, the low time-series variability of the dataset a priori prevents non-stationarity from affecting our estimates through spurious correlation. The hypothesis of stationarity is confirmed by three different unit root tests for panel data (the Im-PesaranShin, the augmented Dickey-Fuller and the Phillips-Perron tests) which, as expected, reject the hypothesis of non-stationarity at conventional significance levels. 1994-2013 1994-2013 1994-2013 1994-2013 1994-2013 1994-2014 1994-2013 1994-2014 1994-2013 Columns 1 and 2 of Table 4 The analysis of the structure of rural development policies -which as suggested by the foregoing analysis have undergone very significant developments in recent years, in terms of their financing and territorial structure -reveals a good capacity to target financial resources upon the most disadvantaged areas (column 4). The somewhat "hybrid" nature of the Rural Development Policies, which is the result of a place-based transformation of the "old" sectoral policies, clearly emerges when we consider the "knock-on effect" of the rural development funds with regard to both first-pillar CAP funds (column 5) and regional policy funds (column 7). After controlling for conditions of structural disadvantage, the areas that obtain more funds for rural development policies are those that have received a relatively higher amount of funds for the other two areas of Community policy, which denotes a carry-over effect not found in the regional policies. Is this a virtuous process for concentrating the resources of different policies in disadvantaged areas?
Unfortunately, the interaction term between spending on "other" policies and the index of structural disadvantage indicates that synergies of this type are absent: as concerns both first pillar CAP spending (column 6) and regional policies (column 8), the concentration of funds in the same areas does not coincide with the most disadvantaged areas.
The rural development policies, therefore, seem to be significantly influenced by the other policy areas with respect to which they absorb resources and 'borrow' intervention models, but this influence does not translate itself into synergetic financial allocations in favour of the more disadvantaged areas.
Conversely, the reduction in the relative weight (in terms of the Community budget) of first pillar CAP spending would seem to favour an increase in the overall relationship between spending and structural disadvantage (thus making the EU budget altogether more "pro cohesion"): first pillar CAP spending is quite unrelated to the disadvantage of beneficiary areas (column 9). However, a regional allocation of funds that is the most compatible with the territorial cohesion objectives is not an "automatic" consequence of the shifting of resources from one policy area to another.
A systematic reading of the results suggests that the reinforcement of rural development policies can potentially promote compatibility between the allocation of total EU resources and cohesion. Yet the development of synergies in disadvantaged areas is still very limited as this is crucially conditioned by the need for a more pronounced "territorial vocation" of these policies, as also for a stronger integration and coordination with other policies "on the ground". In the same way, the capacity of regional policies to target resources upon the weaker areas has still to be improved and such a capacity is certainly very much influenced by changes in the mechanisms of policy regulation.
Conclusions
The relations between the various EU policy areas and their degree of compatibility with the objective of EU territorial cohesion is constantly evolving and is still far from being "consolidated". The ongoing policy debate on the future of the EU policies exhibits a growing emphasis upon coordination between policies and their compatibility with the cohesive territorial development of the European Union. However, the analysis of the impact that successive "adjustments" to the Community budget and the macro processes of reform have had upon the spatial structure of expenditure demonstrate that if, on the one hand, various policy areas show significant interrelations, on the other, the synergies between policies remain relatively limited and also reveal a trend that is not always in line with the "declared" objectives of the reforms undertaken.
Nevertheless, the results produced in this paper do provide material for timely 'policy-learning', thus making it possible to clearly identify the weaknesses of the various policies with respect to coordination and territorial cohesion, and offering useful suggestions for the current debate on the composition of the Community budget in the post-2013 period.
Changes in the composition of the EU budget in terms of the relative 'weight' of different policies will certainly open new 'windows of opportunity' for territorial cohesion. At a first glance, decreasing financial emphasis on CAP expenditure should make it possible to reinforce both Rural Development policies and Regional Policies, and allow coordination and territorial cohesion to benefit from their 'place-based' approach. However our results have also made potential threats apparent.
First of all, our results highlight the need to increase coordination between the various contexts of Community policy by -for example -bringing (back) Rural Development Policies and Regional Policies within a Common Strategic
Framework. Yet it is also clear that neither coordination with regional policies nor the shifting of resources from one policy area to another are "virtuous" in themselves as regards territorial cohesion. All areas of Community policyincluding regional policies -have their light and dark sides in terms of how they target resources on structural disadvantage: the capacity to make a positive contribution to territorial cohesion crucially depends upon the policies actually implemented "on the ground" within the single policy areas and upon the respective allocation mechanisms.
Second, the impact of a reinforcement of Rural Development Policies and Regional Policies on territorial cohesion, is largely dependent upon the capacity of these policies not to "lose territorial focus" over time (Greenbaum and Bondonio 2004) , thereby frustrating the benefits of a place-based approach and resurrecting the equitable distribution problem associated with the "old sectoral paradigm". Rural development policies should learn from the experience of regional policies but without replicating their defects. In this regard,our results suggest that incorporating rural development policies within the complex framework of cohesion policies -along the lines of the Barca Report proposal -would not by itself constitute a guarantee that these interventions would be more "cohesion orientated" . Even for regional policies, there is still significant room for improvement in the funds' allocation mechanisms from the point of view of increasing their spatial concentration and focus on disadvantage. The progressive increase in the resources earmarked to this area of Community policy has produced only limited benefits in terms of spending structure and seems to have led to a partial "dilution" in the interventions over time.
Third, the results of the analysis on the territorial structure of fund allocation suggest to balance the opposing views emerging in current debate on the future of the EU Regional Policy. Some economists suggest that 'some reallocation of the funds across target regions would lead to higher aggregate growth in the EU and could generate faster convergence than current scheme does' (Becker et al. 2010, p.1) . Conversely, the Barca Report (2009) 10 Including:-Amounts paid to producers of cereals, oilseeds and protein crops (COP crops) and energy crops payments. -Amount of premiums received by COP producers obliged to set aside part of their land. Such land may, however, be used for certain non-food crops -All other farm subsidies on field, horticultural and permanent crops. 11 Including: Any subsidies on dairy products, All farm subsidies received for cattle other than dairy cows in production, Any subsidies on sheep/goat milk products, All other farm subsidies on other livestock or livestock products. 12 Including: Single Farm payment, Single Area payment, Amount resulting from the application of modulation to the first EUR 5000 or less of direct payments 
